UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
For the Fifth Crcuit

No. 00-30283

NORTH CENTRAL O L CORPORATI ON; COVMERCI AL
UNDERVWRI TERS | NSURANCE COVPANY,

Pl aintiffs-Appellants,

VERSUS

R & B FALCON DRI LLI NG USA, | NC.,

Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
For the Eastern District of Louisiana
(99- CVv-3851-C

Decenber 4, 2000

Bef ore H G3@ NBOTHAM and DeMOSS, Circuit Judges, and KENT, District
Judge. ”

PER CURI AM **
North Central G| Corporation (“North Central”) and Comrerci al
Underwiters I nsurance Conpany (“CU C') appeal the district court’s

order dism ssing wthout prejudice their conplaint for declaratory

‘District Judge of the Southern District of Texas, sitting by
desi gnati on.

""Pursuant to 5THCQR R 47.5, the Court has determ ned that this
opi ni on shoul d not be published and is not precedent except under
the limted circunmstances set forth in 5THGQR R 47.5. 4.



relief against R& B Falcon Drilling USA, Inc. (“Falcon”).

On August 30, 1999, Odie and Betty Perro sued Falcon in
Loui siana state court, seeking recovery for an alleged injury
aboard a Fal con vessel. On Novenber 16, Falcon filed a Third Party
Demand against North Central and certain underwiters, claimng
that North Central owes Falcon a duty to defend and to indemify
under the Master Drilling Agreenent.! On Decenber 23, 1999, North
Central and CUC filed suit in federal <court, requesting a
decl aratory judgnent that North Central and CU C do not owe Fal con
a duty to defend and to indemify. Subsequently, Falcon noved to
dismss North Central and CUIC s conplaint. After weighing the
factors germane to whether a district court should entertain a
declaratory action, as outlined in Travelers Insurance Co. V.
Loui si ana FarmBureau Federation, Inc., 996 F.2d 774, 778 (5th Gr
1993), the district court found that those factors mlitated in
favor of abstention.

W review the district court’s decision for abuse of
discretion. 1d. Having carefully reviewed the briefs, relevant
portions of the record, the oral argunents of counsel, and the
Travel ers factors, we conclude that the district court did not

abuse its discretion. Accordingly, the district court’s order is

Utimtely, those underwiters were dismssed fromthe state
court suit, and CU C was | ater inpleaded.
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AFFI RVED. 2

2ln light of our decision, we disniss as nbot any notions carried
with this appeal.



